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- The MAILING DATE of this communication appears on the cover sheet with the correspondence address - 
Period for Reply 

A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 3 MONTH(S) FROM 
THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 



- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1 .136(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
after SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- If the period for reply specified above is less than thirty (30) days, a reply within the statutory minimum of thirty (30) days will be considered timely. 

- if NO period for reply is specified above, the maximum statutory period will apply and will expire SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- Failure to reply within the set or extended period for reply will, by statute, cause the application to become ABANDONED (35 U.S.C. § 133). 
Any reply received by the Office later than three months after the mailing date of this communication, even if timely filed, may reduce any 
earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1.704(b). 

Status 

1)D Responsive to commiinication(s) filed on . 

2a)D This action is FINAL. 2b)S This action is non-final. 

3) D Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1935 CD. 11, 453 O.G. 213. 

Disposition of Claims 

4) M Claim(s) 1-61,63-70. 78-89 and 102-124 is/are pending in the application. 

4a) Of the above claim(s) is/are withdrawn from consideration. 

5) D Claim(s) is/are allowed. 

6) (EI Claim(s) 1-61.63-70.78-89 and 102-124 is/are rejected. 

7) Q Claim(s) is/are objected to. 

8) D Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 

Application Papers 

9) D The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 

10) D The drawing(s) filed on is/are: a)D accepted or b)D objected to by the Examiner. 

Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1.85(a). 
Replacement drawing sheet(s) including the correction is required if the drawing(s) is objected to. See 37 CFR 1.121(d). 

1 1) D The oath or declaration is objected to by the Examiner. Note the attached Office Action or form PTO-152. 

Priority under 35 U.S.C. § 1 1 9 

12) D Acknowledgment is made of a claim for foreign priority under 35 U.S.C. § 1 19(a)-(d) or (f). 
a)D All b)Q Some * c)D None of: . 

1. D Certified copies of the-prionty documents have been received... 

2. D Certified copies of the^priority documents have been received in Application No. . 

3. D Copies of the certified copies of the priority documents have been received in this National Stage 

application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 17.2(a)). 
* See the attached detailed Office action for a list of the certified copies not received. 

; I - I 

Attachment(s) 

1) S Notice of References Cited (PTO-892) 4) D Interview Summary (PTO-413) 

2) □ Notice of Draftsperson's Patent Drawing Review (PTO-948) Paper No(s)/Mail Date. . 

3) M Information Disclosure Statement(s) (PTO-1449 or PTO/SB/08) 5) □ Notice of Informal Patent Application (PTO-1 52) 
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DETAILED ACTION 
The Notice of Allowability dated January 24, 2004 has been withdrawn. 

Double Patenting 



1 . A rejection based on double patenting of the "same invention" type finds its 
support in the language of 35 U.S.C. 101 which states that "whoever invents or 
discovers any new and useful process ... may obtain a patent therefor ..." (Emphasis 
added). Thus, the term "same invention," in this context, means an invention drawn to 
identical subject matter. See Miller v. Eagle Mfg. Co., 151 U.S. 186 (1894); In re 
Ockert, 245 F.2d 467, 114 USPQ 330 (CCPA 1957); and In re Vogel, 422 F.2d 438, 164 
USPQ 619 (CCPA 1970). 

A statutory type (35 U.S.C. 101) double patenting rejection can be overcome by 
canceling or amending the conflicting claims so they are no longer coextensive in 
scope. The filing of a terminal disclaimer cannot overcome a double patenting rejection 
based upon 35 U.S.C. 101. 

2. Claims 1 to 1 0, 1 3 to 23, 32 to 39, 43 to 59, 63 to 70, 78 to 89, 1 05 to 1 07, 1 09, 
and 1 12 to 122 are provisionally rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 as claiming the same 
invention as that of claims 1 to 10, 13 to 23, 32 to 39, 43 to 58, 62 to70,78 to 89, 105 to 
107, 109, and 1 16 to 126 copending Application No. 10/360,204. This is a provisional 
double patenting rejection since the conflicting claims have not in fact been patented. 

3. Claims 1 ,2,5,8, and 32 to 35 are provisionally rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 as 
claiming the same invention as that of claims 1 ,2,5,8, and 32 to 35 of copending 
Application No. 10/503,505. This is a provisional double patenting rejection since the 
conflicting claims have not in fact been patented. 



4. The nonstatutory double patenting rejection is based on a judicially created 
doctrine grounded in public policy (a policy reflected in the statute) so as to prevent the 
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unjustified or improper timewise extension of the "right to exclude" granted by a patent 
and to prevent possible harassment by multiple assignees. See In re Goodman, 1 1 
F.3d 1046, 29 USPQ2d 2010 (Fed. Cir. 1993); In re Longi, 759 F.2d 887, 225 
USPQ 645 (Fed. Cir. 1985); In re Van Ornum, 686 F.2d 937, 214 USPQ 761 (CCPA 
1982); In re Vogel, 422 F.2d 438, 164 USPQ 619 (CCPA 1970);and, In re Thorington, 
418 F.2d 528, 163 USPQ 644 (CCPA 1969). 

A timely filed terminal disclaimer in compliance with 37 CFR 1 .321(c) may be 
used to overcome an actual or provisional rejection based on a nonstatutory double 
patenting ground provided the conflicting application or patent is shown to be commonly 
owned with this application. See 37 CFR 1 .130(b). 

Effective January 1 , 1994, a registered attorney or agent of record may sign a 
terminal disclaimer. A terminal disclaimer signed by the assignee must fully comply with 
37 CFR 3.73(b). 

Claims 11, 12, 24 to 31, 40,42,60,61,62,71 to 77,90 to 104, 108,110,111 ,123 and 
124 are provisionally rejected under the judicially created doctrine of obviousness-type 
double patenting as being unpatentable over claims 1 to 173 of copending Application 
No. 10/360,204. Although the conflicting claims are not identical, they are not 
patentably distinct from each other because application '204 claims and copending 
application claims, both disclose a steel alloy composition having the same alloying 
constituents with wt% ranges that are the same or overlapping. Note that these 
similarities establishes a prima facie case of obviousness because it would be obvious 
to one of ordinary skill in the art to select the claimed alloy wt% ranges from the broader 
disclosure of the copending application since properties and process of making are 



essentially the same. See MPEP 2144.05. 



This is a provisional obviousness-type double patenting rejection because the 
conflicting claims have not in fact been patented. 
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Claims 3,4,7,9 to 31 , 36 to 61 , 63 to 70,78 to 89 and 102 to 124 provisionally 
rejected under the judicially created doctrine of obviousness-type double patenting as 
being unpatentable over claims 1,2,5,8,11,30,32 to 35,59,111 to 115,120,121,127 and 
128 of copending Application No. 10/503,505. Although the conflicting claims are not 
identical, they are not patentably distinct from each other because application '593 
claims and copending application claims, both disclose a steel alloy composition having 
the same alloying constituents with wt% ranges that are the same or overlapping. Note 
that these similarities establishes a prima facie case of obviousness because it would 
be obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to select the claimed alloy wt% ranges from 
the broader disclosure of the copending application since properties and process of . 
making are essentially the same. See MPEP 2144.05. 

This is a provisional obviousness-type double patenting rejection because the 
conflicting claims have not in fact been patented. 

5. Claims 1 to 61 , 63 to 70, 78 to 89, and 1 02 to 1 24 are provisionally rejected 
under the judicially created doctrine of obvioushess-type double patenting as being 
unpatentable over claims 1 to 29 of copending Application No. 10/861,593. Although 
the conflicting claims are not identical, they are not patentably distinct from each other 
because copending application claims disclose a steel alloy composition having 
constituents with wt% ranges that overlap those recited by application '688 claims. Note 
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that the overlapping wt% ranges establishes a prima facie case of obviousness 
because it would obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to select the claimed alloy 
ranges from the broader disclosure of the copending claims since properties and 
process limitations are essentially the same, see MPEP 2144.05. 

This is a provisional obviousness-type double patenting rejection because the 
conflicting claims have not in fact been patented. 

6. Claims 1 to 58 and 1 05 to 1 24 are rejected under the judicially created doctrine 
of obviousness-type double patenting as being unpatentable over claims 1 to 3 of U.S. 
Patent No. 6,176,946 , claims 1 to 9 of US Patent 6,481,767, claims 1 to 5 of US Patent 
6,485,582 or claims 1 to 12 of US Patent 6,458,220 alone or in view of US Patent 
5,310,431. I 

7. .Although the conflicting claims are not identical, ^they are not patentably distinct 
from each other because patented claims and pending claims both disclose a steel 
alloy composition having the same alloying constituents with wt% ranges that are 
overlapping or of close approximation. Note that overlapping or close approximation in 
wt% ranges establishes a prima facie case of obviousness because it would obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art to select the claimed alloy ranges from the broader 
disclosure of the prior art since similar properties of high hardness are taught, see 
MPEP 2144.05. Also note case hardened would include carbide strengthening. 

8. Even though UTS, YS, Ms temperature, corrosion rate, passivation Cr layer, 
MC2 carbides at 10 nm or less and the other properties recited by the dependent claims 
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are not disclosed by patented claims, such properties would be expected since 
composition and process limitations are closely met. 

9. Moreover, the patented claims closely suggest the steel alloy composition recited 
by pending claims but fails to include small amounts of Nb, Ta, W,Ti, La, RE, Zr, and/or 
B. The elements, however, have a lower limit of zero and are not required. Also the 
elements are conventionally added to martensitic hardened steel alloys to further 
enhance corrosion resistance, strength and hardness, as evident by US Patent '431 on 
lines 15 to 33 of column 5. Since such properties are desired and sought by patented 
claims, then it would be an obvious modification in view of US Patent '431 to add to its 
alloy to produce no more than the known and expected effect of such an addition. 

10. Claims 1 to 61, 63 to 70, 78 to 89, and 102 to 124 are rejected under the 
judicially created doctrine of obviousness-type double patenting as being unpatentable 
over claims 1 to 48 of U.S. Patent No. 6,464,801 alone or in view of 5,310,431 and ASM 
teaching 

1 1 . Although the conflicting claims are not identical, they are not patentably distinct 
from each other because patented claims and pending claims both disclose a steel alloy 
composition having the same alloying constituents with wt% ranges that are overlapping 
or of close approximation. Note that overlapping or close approximation in wt% ranges 
establishes a prima facie case of obviousness because it would obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art to select the claimed alloy ranges from the broader disclosure of 
the prior art since similar properties of high hardness are taught, see MPEP 2144.05. 
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Also note case hardened would include carbide strengthened, and patented '801 
claims recite a lath martensite matrix with M2C carbides with a Ms temperature of 200C 
or more, and a hardness of 60HRC or more which meet one or more of the recited 
dependent claims. 

12. Patented '801 claim 17 teach combining elements to form an alloy and then 
processed into an article of manufacture by homogenizing, forging (hot working), 
carburizing and solution heat treatment at a temperature greater than 1000C, quenching 
at Ms temperature of 200C or more at subzero temperature with liquid nitrogen at less 
than -70C followed by tempering at 482 to 51 0C to precipitate M2C carbides which 
would meet the steps recited by pending method claims . Even though Patented '801 
method claim 17 does not teach normalizing or annealing after hot working as recited by 
pending method claims, such would not be a patentable difference. Note that 
annealing and normalizing steps are well known techniques in the metallurgical art for 
relieving stress and softening and/or strengthening steel, and are conventionally 
performed after working steel (see cited ASM teaching) . Therefore, it would be a 
matter of choice and obvious modification well within the skill of the artisan to 
incorporate annealing/normalizing to the patented '801 method to produce no more 
than the known and expected effect from such an addition. Although the tensile 
strength, yield strength, Cr passivation layer , carbides at 10 nm or 5 nm and the other . 
properties recited by the dependent pending claims are not disclosed by patented '801 
claims, such would be expected since composition and process limitations are closely 
met, and in absence of proof to the contrary. Furthermore, patented '801 claims closely 
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suggest the steel alloy composition but fails to include small amounts of Nb, Ta, W,Ti, 
La, RE, Zr, and/or B recited by one or more of the dependent claims. The elements, 
however, have a lower limit of zero and are not required. Also the elements are known 
in the art as common additives for martensitic hardened steel alloys to further enhance 
corrosion resistance, strength and hardness, as evident by US Patent '431 on lines 15 
to 33 of column 5. Since such properties are desired and sought by US Patent '801 , 
then it would be an obvious modification in view of US Patent '431 to add to its alloy to 
produce no more than the known and expected effect of such an addition. Furthermore, 
patented '801 claims closely suggest the steel alloy composition but fails to include 
small amounts of Nb, Ta, W,Ti, La, RE, Zr, and/or B recited by one or more of the 
dependent claims. The elements, however, have a lower limit of zero and are not 
required. Also the elements are known in the art as common additives for martensitic 
hardened steel alloys to further enhance corrosion resistance, strength and hardness, 
as evident by US Patent '431 on lines 15 to 33 of column 5. Since such properties are 
desired and sought by US Patent '801, then it would be an obvious modification in view 
of US Patent '431 to add to its alloy to produce no more than the known and expected 
effect of such an addition. 

13. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 
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14. Claims 1 to 58 and 105 to 124 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over US patent 6,491,767 or US Patent 6,176946, claims 1 to 5 of US 
Patent 6,485,582 or claims 1 to 12 of US Patent 6,458,220 alone or in view of US 
Patent 5,310,431 

15. Each primary patent disclose a case hardened steel alloy having a composition 
with constituents whose wt% ranges overlap or closely approximate those recited by the 
claims; such similarities establishes a prima facie case of obviousness because it would 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to select the claimed alloy ranges from the 
broader disclosure of the prior art since similar properties of high hardness are taught, 
see MPEP 2144.05. 

16. Even though UTS, YS, Ms temperature, corrosion rate, passivation Cr layer, 
MC2 carbides at 10 nm or less and the other properties recited by the dependent claims 
are not disclosed by patented claims, such properties would be expected since 
composition and process limitations are closely met. 

17. Moreover, the patented claims closely suggest the steel alloy composition but 
fails to include small amounts of Nb, Ta, W,Ti, La, RE, Zr, and/or B recited by one or 
more of the dependent claims. The elements, however, have a lower limit of zero and 
are not required. Also the elements are known in the art to be commonly added to 
martensitic hardened steel alloys to further enhance corrosion resistance, strength and 
hardness, as evident by US Patent '431 on lines 15 to 33 of column 5. Since such 
properties are desired and sought by patented claims, then it would be an obvious 
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modification in view of US Patent '431 to add to its alloy to produce no more than the 
known and expected effect of such an addition. 

1 8. Claims 1 to 61 , 63 to 70, 78 to 89, and 1 02 to 124 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
103(a) as being unpatentable over US Patent No. 6,464,801 alone or in view of US 
Patent 5,310,431 and ASM publication 

19. US Patent '801 in claims 1 to 48 disclose a steel alloy composition with 
constituents whose wt% ranges overlap or closely approximate those recited by the 
claims. Note that such similarities establishes a prima facie case of obviousness 
because it would be obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art to select the claimed alloy 
ranges from the broader disclosure of the prior art since similar properties of high 
hardness are taught, see MPEP 2144.05. Also similar to the present invention, US 
Patent '801 claims teach a case hardened steel (carbide strengthened), and a lath 
martensite matrix with M2C carbides with a Ms temperature of 200C or more, and a 
hardness of 60HRC or more which meets one or more of the dependent claims. 

20. US Patent '801 claim 17 teaches combining elements to form an alloy to form an 
article of manufacture by homogenizing, forging (hot working), solution heat treatment a 
temperature greater than 1 000C, quenching at Ms temperature of 200C or more at 
subzero temperature with liquid nitrogen at less than -70C followed by tempering at 
482 to 51 0C to precipitate M2C carbides which would closely meet the steps recited by 
pending method claims . Even though Patented '801 method claim does not teach 
normalizing or annealing. after hot working as recited by applicant's process claims, - » 
such would not be a patentable difference. Note that annealing and normalizing steps 
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are well known techniques for relieving stress and softening and/or strengthening steel 
in the metallurgical art, and are conventionally performed after working steel (see cited 
ASM publication) . Therefore it would be a matter of choice and routine optimization 
well within the skill of the artisan to incorporate annealing/normalizing to the patented 
'801 method to produce no more than the known and expected effect from such an 
addition. 

21 . Although the tensile strength, yield strength, Cr passivation layer , carbides at 10 
nm or 5 nm and the other properties recited by the dependent pending claims are not 
disclosed by patented '801 claims, such would be expected since composition and 
process limitations are closely met, and in absence of proof to the contrary. 

22. Also patented '801 claims closely suggest the steel alloy composition but fails to 
include small amounts of Nb, Ta, W,Ti, La, RE, Zr, and/or B recited by one or more of 
the dependent pending claims. The elements, however, have a lower limit of zero and 
are not required. Moreover, the elements are known in the art as common additives for' 
martensitic hardened steel alloys to further enhance corrosion resistance, strength and 
hardness, as evident by US Patent '431 on lines 15 to 33 of column 5. Since these 
properties are desired and sought by US Patent '801, then it would be an obvious 
modification in view of US Patent '431 to add to its alloy to produce no more than the • 
known and expected effect of such an addition. 

23. Claims 1 to 61, 63 to 70, 78 to 89, and 102,to 124 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
103(a) as being unpatentable over Japanese patent 6065692 alone or in view of US 
Patent 5,31 0,431 and ASM publication. 
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24. The English abstract of JP'692 discloses a precipitation hardened martensitic 
steel alloy with constituents whose wt% ranges overlap or closely approximate those 
recited by the claims. Note that such similarities establishes a prima facie case of 
obviousness because it would be obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art to select the 
claimed alloy ranges from the broader disclosure of the prior art since similar properties 
of high strength and high toughness are taught, see MPEP 2144.05. 

25. More specifically, the prior art examples 1 to 3 on page 4 closely meet the 
claimed composition except for slightly higher amounts of Cr or Mo. Since applicant 
has not established criticality for the Cr or Mo range (e.g. by comparative test data), 
then a slightly higher Cr or Mo would depict a mere difference in the proportion of 
element without any attendant unexpected results which would not patentably 
distinguish claims over prior art. Moreover, note examples have tensile strength and 
yield strength values that meet or closely meet those recited by claims 2 to 7. 

26. Even though prior art does not teach the Ms temperature, M2C carbides, 
carbides at 10 or 5 nms, Cr passivation layer and the other properties recited by one or 
more of the dependent claims, such would be expected since composition and process 
limitations are closely met, and in absence of proof to the contrary. 

27. In regard to process claims, note the machined English translation of JP'692 in 
paragraph 1 6 and 1 7 teaches solution heat treatment at 1 000 to 1 1 50C followed by 
subzero cooling at -140 to -190C followed by aging and tempering at 400 to 650C. 
Even though JP'692 method does not teach hot working, normalizing, annealing prior 
to solution heat treatment, cooling and tempering as recited by applicant's process 
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claims, such would not be a patentable difference. Note that working step for deforming 
and strengthening steel, and annealing and normalizing steps for relieving stress and 
softening steel are well known techniques conventionally utilized in the metallurgical 
field (see ASM teaching). Therefore, it would be a matter of choice and obvious 
modification well within the skill of the artisan to incorporate working, annealing and/or 
normalizing in to the prior art method to produce not more than the known and 
expected effect from such an addition. 

28. Also JP'692 claims closely suggest the steel alloy composition but fails to 
include small amounts of Nb, Ta, W,Ti, La, RE, Zr, and/or B recited by one or more of 
the dependent claims. The elements, however, have a lower limit of zero and therefore 
no required. Moreover, the elements are common additives used for martensitic steel 
alloys to further enhance corrosion resistance, strength and hardness, as evident by 
US Patent '431 on lines 15 to 33 of column 5. Since such properties are desired and 
sought by JP'692, then it would be an obvious modification in view of US Patent '431 to 
add to its alloy to produce no more than the known and expected effect from such an 
addition. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §102 

29. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: , 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 
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30. Claims 1 to 36, 38 to 58, and 1 10 to 122 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as 
being anticipated by the Campbell publication cited in IDS dated May 23, 2003. 

31 . Campbell discloses Experimental Alloy 1 605-8B on page 38 in Table 4-1 which 
meets the claimed composition. Moreover, Campbell on page 42 teaches subject alloy 
to solution heat treatment in the FCC phase followed by oil quenching and cooling liquid 
N2 to subzero temperature for 1 hour followed by tempering to precipitate the 
strengthening carbide dispersion. 

32. Even though prior art does not teach M2C, carbide size, tensile strength, Cr 
passivation layer rate, hardness , grain size and the other properties recited by 
dependent claims, such would be expected since composition is met and is processed, 
in substantially the same manner as applicant, and in absence of proof to the contrary. 

33. Claims 1 to 173 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
the Campbell publication cited in IDS dated May 23, 2003 alone or in view ASM 
publication. 

34. Campbell discloses Zanalloy, Ingot V96-30-1 and Ingot V06-30-2 in Table 7-1 on 
page 159 and Experimental Alloy 1605-8B on page 38 in Table 4-1 which meet or 
closely approximates the claimed composition except contains slightly lower amounts 
of Ni. Since applicant has not demonstrated criticality for the claimed Ni range (e.g. by 
comparative test data), then it would seem that a composition with 1 .7% Ni vs. a 
composition with slightly less Ni (say 1 .56%) would depict a mere difference in the 
proportion of element without any attendant unexpected results which would not 
patentably distinguish claims over prior art. 
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35. Also even though prior art does not teach M2C, carbide size, tensile strength, 
corrosion rate, hardness , grain size and the other properties recited by one or more of 
the dependent claims, such would be expected since compositional limitations are 
closely met, and similar process of making is taught. Note Campbell on pages 160 to 
163 discloses subjecting Zanalloy to solution heat treatment (homogenizing), oil and 
nitrogen quenching at sub-zero temperatures within the ranges of -70 to -195C 
followed by tempering at 450 to 51 0C. Even though prior art does not teach hot 
working, normalizing and/or annealing prior to solution heat treatment, cooling and 
tempering as recited by applicant's process claims, such would not be a patentable 
difference. Note that working step for deforming and strengthening steel, and annealing 
and normalizing steps for relieving stress , softening and/ or strengthening steel are well 
known techniques conventionally utilized in the metallurgical field (see ASM teaching). 
Therefore it would be a matter of choice and obvious modification well within the skill of 
the artisan to incorporate working and annealing/ normalizing to the Campbell method 
to produce no more than the known and expected effect from such additional process 
steps. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Deborah Yee whose telephone number is 571-272- 
1253. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday from 6:00 to 2:30. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Roy King can be reached on 571-272-1244. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval. (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 




Deborah )ree 
Primary Examiner 
Art Unit 1742 
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